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THE REPLY FILED 17 January 2007 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

1 . [3 The reply was filed after a final rejection, but prior to or on the same day as filing a Notice of Appeal. To avoid abandonment of 

this application, applicant must timely file one of the following replies: (1 ) an amendment, affidavit, or other evidence, which 
places the application in condition for allowance; (2) a Notice of Appeal (with appeal fee) in compliance with 37 CFR 41.31; or (3) 
a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. The reply must be filed within one of the following 
time periods: 

a) £3 The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) dl The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later. In 

no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

Examiner Note: If box 1 is checked, check either box (a) or (b). ONLY CHECK BOX (b) WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN 

TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 706.07(f). 
Extensions of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) and the appropriate extension fee 
have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee. The appropriate extension fee 
under 37 CFR 1.17(a) is calculated from: (1) the expiration date of the shortened statutory period for reply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as 
set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of the final rejection, even if timely filed, 
may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

2. □ The Notice of Appeal was filed on . A brief in compliance with 37 CFR 41 .37 must be filed within two months of the date of 

filing the Notice of Appeal (37 CFR 41.37(a)), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 41 .37(e)), to avoiddismissal of the appeal. Since 
a Notice of Appeal has been filed, any reply must be filed within the time period set forth in 37 CFR 41.37(a). 
AMENDMENTS 

3. □ The proposed amendment(s) filed after a final rejection, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be entered because 

(a) CD They raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ They raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(c) □ They are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifying the issues for 

appeal; and/or 

(d) Q They present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . (See 37 CFR 1.116 and 41.33(a)). 

4. □ The amendments are not in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121. See attached Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment (PTOL-324), 

5. D Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

6. D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment canceling the 

non-allowable claim(s). 

7. S For purposes of appeal, the proposed amendment(s): a) □ will not be entered, or b) E3 will be entered and an explanation of 

how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim(s) rejected: 1.5.6. 15. 19.26.30.31.35 and 36 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 7.11-14.20.24 and 25 . 
AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER EVIDENCE 

8. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after a final action, but before or on the date of filing a Notice of Appeal will not be entered 

because applicant failed to provide a showing of good and sufficient reasons why the affidavit or other evidence is necessary and 
was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 1 .1 16(e). 

9. □ The affidavit or other evidence filed after the date of filing a Notice of Appeal, but prior to the date of filing a brief, will not be 

entered because the affidavit or other evidence failed to overcome all rejections under appeal and/or appellant fails to provide a 
showing a good and sufficient reasons why it is necessary and was not earlier presented. See 37 CFR 41.33(d)(1). 

10. □ The affidavit or other evidence is entered. An explanation of the status of the claims after entry is below or attached. 
REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION/OTHER 

1 1 . Kl The request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: 

see attached. 

12. □ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s). (PTO/SB/08) Paper No(s). 

13. □ Other: . 
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Concerning the minimum of Ca taught by "Aluminum Standards and Data 2003" of 
0.005% Ca, the examiner submits said minimum is a close approximation of the presently 
claimed max. of 0.003%. A prima facie case of obviousness exists where the claimed ranges and 
prior art ranges do not overlap but are close enough that one skilled in the art would have 
expected them to have the same properties. Titanium Metals Corp. of America v. Banner, 778 
F.2d 775, 227 USPQ 773 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (Court held as proper a rejection of a claim directed to 
an alloy of "having 0.8% nickel, 0.3% molybdenum, up to 0.1% iron, balance titanium" as 
obvious over a reference disclosing alloys of 0.75% nickel, 0.25% molybdenum, balance 
titanium and 0.94% nickel, 0.31% molybdenum, balance titanium.). 

Once a reference teaching product appearing to be substantially identical is made the 
basis of a rejection, and the examiner presents evidence or reasoning tending to show inherency, 
the burden shifts to the applicant to show an unobvious difference . n [T]he PTO can require an 
applicant to prove that the prior art products do not necessarily or inherently possess the 
characteristics of his [or her] claimed product. Whether the rejection is based on inherency' 
under 35 U.S.C. 102, on prima facie obviousness' under 35 U.S.C. 103, jointly or alternatively, 
the burden of proof is the same... [footnote omitted]. 11 The burden of proof is similar to that 
required with respect to product-by-process claims. In re Fitzgerald, 619 F.2d 67, 70, 205 USPQ 
594, 596 (CCPA 1980) (quoting In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 1255, 195 USPQ 430, 433-34 (CCPA 
1977)), see MPEP 2112. In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1478, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1432 
(Fed.Cir.1997). Applicant has not clearly shown an unobvious difference between the instant 
invention and the prior art's alloy product, which overlaps or is a close approximation of the 
presently claimed ranges of alloying elements. 

Applicant's argument that criticality of the presently claimed Ca range has been 
established has been found partially persuasive. The examiner points out that the instant claims 
are drawn to low Mg embodiment (independent claims 1,31) and medium Mg embodiment 
(independent claims 15, 26). Issue a: the examiner agrees that Fig. 5 and 6 show the claimed 
min. Ca is critical and obtains superior results to Fig. 7 and 8 (too low Ca), for a low Mg 
embodiment of the instant invention- see discussion of Table 9 and said Figures in the instant 
specification (the ex. in Table 9, Al, A2, A3, A4 are drawn to a low Mg embodiment). Issue b: 
the examiner agrees that Fig. 9 shows the claimed max. of Ca is critical to obtaining a fine 
homogeneous structure for a medium Mg embodiment (see Fig. 9, 10, 1 1, Table 10 etc), wherein 
said med. Mg embodiment of cl. 15, 26. Applicant has not clearly shown the criticality of Ca 
range (that is, both min. and max, o f Ca ) with respect to the presently claimed invention (either 
low or medium Mg embodiments). 

Said unexpected results are not commensurate in scope with the claimed invention (see 
MPEP 716.02 d). Whether the unexpected results are the result of unexpectedly improved results 
or a property not taught by the prior art, the "objective evidence of nonobviousness must be 
commensurate in scope with the claims which the evidence is offered to support." In other 
words, the showing of unexpected results must be reviewed to see if the results occur over the 
entire claimed range. In re Clemens, 622 F.2d 1029, 1036, 206 USPQ 289, 296 (CCPA 1980). 
To establish unexpected results over a claimed range, applicants should compare a sufficient 
number of tests both inside and outside the claimed range to show the criticality of the claimed 
range. In re Hill, 284 F.2d 955, 128 USPQ 197 (CCPA 1960). 




